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LETTER REGARDING MSE HAS REVIEWED THE INFORMATION PROVIDED BY THE U S
NAVY IN SUPPORT OF THEIR REQUEST TO DISCHAGE GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION
EFFLUENT FROM THE OLD CAMDEN COUNTY LANDFILL TO THE ST MARYS SANITARY

SEWER SYSTEM
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m has mtiemxl the information pmvidtsi by the US Navy in support of their request to 
tjig&arpe sound water ran&kkul efient from the old -den &nnty landfill to the 
St. &larp Sanitary S&r System. We do not belie thax this would seriously compromise 
your ability to meet permit requirements, prwided that the fo-g criteria are met: 

1.. Hydraulic Laading 

Thefoint Peter PIant is permitted to discharge an average flow of 0.8 million 
galkns per day (MGD). Rwicw af fbw data provided by the City for the 
paid d July 1992 to June 1992 shows &at the average &w was escccdtd 
in ,July, 1992 (0.916 MGD) and was 0.786 MGD in February 1X& If the 
proposed dischaqe of 0.086 MGD is superimped on the Febnuuy 1993 
flw, the combined dkbarge of O.S72 MGD would txtted the pen&ted 
JimiL 

It is our Pndcntaading that waste water axa be pumped to either the Point 
Peter Pliuu or tba Weed Street Plant If the combined permitted cqacitk 
of these plans is adequate to treztt and dispose of an addition 0.086 MOD 
during the peak monthly flow CoD’idjtioLLs, ihen there would be adequate 
hydra& cqxtcity. We reummend that you compare your total hydnuk 
capei@ to the peak monthly flow with the addition afO.086 &fGD and ar~srs 
your 8bility to manage the hydraulic balance betwe the flrro treatment 
phnts. It may also be adwkntqexnzs to ConlroI the dischqe from the 
remedialion qstszn to arrive at the p&I(s) during off-pm& periods of tie 
&Y- 

If the discharge fran the rem&i&ion qstem is bciw t&e nuaimum 
amaminant lads (MCI..) for dii&iug water and has negligible 
conctntrations of catambmts for which MUs have not been tbtablkhed, 
the only amkipatcd impact to the uearment syswn would bc hydra- WC 
anticipate that ABBES and the US Nay wiTi act in good faith to p&cc 
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c. Implement operating w~trols. During the 8 month operating period, 
the cmiy propwed wntiol is a weekly &Lent sample with a me-week 
li3bomory llms-arulnd lilnc. It is pcxae far an exceedanoe not to 
berliscovcredfortsvo~. Wereeomrn end that some combination 
of cm-site efLluent retention and enhanaed anajyfi& frcqucnq be 
impkmenti to allow cxmfkmation of ciBu0nt quality prior to 
discb8rgc. 

AdditiunaUy, same type of rapi& opcraGonal monitoring is 
recommended. Thir tight cxmsist OF monitormg sckctcd indiawx 
parameters such as pH, specific cxmtiry an&r toti1 organic 

-mw* 

3. 

1 . 
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An operating and mooitoring plan, acceptable to the City, should be 
established to prevent dihargcs in CIZSS of drinking wakr standards (or 
sane other standard acceptable to the City>. The Navy should camnit to 
withholding discharges that do not meet the efauent limits 

4. Cast Rcxzovev - US EPA Regukions (40 CFR 35.925-11) require that 
r5unicipalities thatreceived design or constnxction grfUt2s for pubka& owned 
treatment works (POTS) establish a program 16 cover the cosf of operating 
and’maintaining the qstun. The cost recovery must address both flow and 
mas loadings and proh%ts volume discounts. We asum that your existing 
rate stmcture inc~rporatcs this requiranen~ and would a&y t6 the proposed 
diSChtUg8. 

5. Reguhtay Agerq Aped- The Navy has presenti the q=ntent that the 
City FvouId not be subject to RCRA OR CERCLA liability for aaxpting the 
fSI3uent Were=mm end that you solicit titien uxucu~~ence from Georgia 
Em. AkJwehavccontactedMr;MaryfLarcalaofrhcGcorgiaEPD 
Muuidpal Wastewater Pmgrarn regarding discharge permit requkementx f 

Ms l3maIa is invc8tig8dng addidantil moaituring compkixc requirements 
that might be irqxxed on the City. 

The t~eatddity mcddhg performed for the Paint Peter PLant has some m-&r 
ino01~&ten~4ts such a~ m of 1.0 MGti as tbc d&D fiow, CE 12 - di&loroe&ane was not 
mod&d, and &bra&a data rcre referred to but not presenti @id they perform 
caIi%ration aoplyses at the Point Peter Plant?). If the Navy meets the propoxd discharge 
limits (MU), these cuucems may not be signBcant 

In addition tb: the questian that you directed to us, we offer the foIlowing obscnations: 

1. Air qndity s2unphg points shown appear to be a!ong ets and properq 
lines, rather Titan at structures This may be appropriate to evaluate exposure 
ii-cm water \tse; lmfew, we wcn11d expfxt that g&es rehsed ibin the soil 
wodd accumubk in bents and crawl spaces, and under floor slabs. It 
does not appear that this was ;ns.%wd. 

2. Water from private Weas is reported to have been sampled and m. 
hdyticd rcsdts were not aval bl Ia cintheda~tbatwutiwed. 

3. Risk Asssnmt 

llJcrislc assessment information avaiIabIt to us wa8 limited to what appear 
xo be &Its from the PubHc hformation Session ofMay I3,1993. MSE did 
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not xtskv full texts of any supporting doamc nts, nor do we profess to be 
cprts in the field of risk asscssm cm. How-x, we do not xmkstand how 
the data peated supports the ~0nclusiolr that ‘110 risk is psented to the 
residents of Crooked River Plantation 5hhdivisim. 

a. 

b. 

c 

cl 

‘fhe lifetime eardnogenic (cancer) risks per l,oOO,oc#, children exposed 
for 3 and 6 years we reportedly 88 and 180, respdivdy. A nak on 
the szldes stntes that “the USEPA suggest as accept&e risk mzge of 
lto100inamiEanpeopk-“ TI1t6y~arseqasurexiskofBOclc4~riy 
cxam3.s the range of 1 to 100. We do not have Egnra avdabk for 
lifk!tizne eixposuxe- 

The reported total noncarcinogenic hazard index @I} for children 
wasrcportedtobe53forboth3and~6year~ Aaotionthe 
b+om of the slide states that “USEPA suggest if HI is great- than 
1.0, fur&r analysis is required’ Again, we do not how what the 
efkrs of lifetime exposure would lx. 

The qument is presented that exceeding the USEPA acceptable risk 
kd is nut a costcxm since the assssment assufnpthns were 
acmservative. It is out 4Tsperierrce that conservative a!mmptiosu are 
normaily used to simpli+ an a ssesm8ntusing %varst ease” CQnditioIts. 

Tf &e worst case is acceptable. anything less smxe is assumed to bc 
acccpabk- When wcmt msc con- are ngt auzptble, reti& 
oaalysis is nquired. It appears that either a refined anaQsis is 
appxopri8.k or the mmmunity must k wiIling to acapt the & 
kvcIofri& 

We asked Ms. Madeihe Kalh, the proje&t remdiation officer for 
Gtorgja EPD, if US EPA ur Georgia EN3 wdd review the risk 
sent- his Kellan s?ated that EPD did not bsve a risk 
assssment program and that EPA would not be imdved since it is 
not a CERCiA (superfund) site. Apparently there wilI be no rcyiew 
by the rcguhitws. WC r cmmmcnd that you discus the risk assessment 
with the County HcaIth OfBeer, 
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5. WC understand that the FLoridan Aqutieris the second aquifer underlybg the 
site and b a mmc of potable vvatcr for mucl~ of SOIL& Georgia and FM&. 
‘Xhe groundwater m@torixg data that we x-e&wed did not include data from 
the Fhidian Aquifer. The impact to your vmt6r apply does not appear to 
have been agessed. 

If you ncui further information or have Etny question, please contact Mr. Tom Xolbrwk at 
the akmc address or by telephone at 404/9520011. 

‘ - 


